The editorial by Bull and Wichman highlights the discrepancy between the common view of evolutionary biology as a discipline with little value to society and the current reality of evolutionary biology as an important economic, medical, legal, and scientific force. As directors of museum research collections, we are all too aware of the difficulties posed by similar outdated perceptions about the value of the resources our collections provide. Funding is increasingly difficult to obtain, even as the number of such collections in the United States dwindles. At the same time, we and others in similar positions have seen a need to enhance the relevance of our collections by modernizing creating archives of frozen tissues, listing our specimens online, making data available in a format usable in relational and other computer analyses, and enabling the emerging field of bioinformatics. The choice of words by Bull and Wichman, "the image of naturalists collecting butterflies and museum curators dusting fossils" typifies the misconception of many people, including, unfortunately, some evolutionary biologists. The reality is that research collections have played the major role in creating this "revolution in evolution" and will continue to contribute to this and other importance advances in the future. The existence of these collections will be increasingly useful in the future, especially given the rapid loss of biological diversity being experienced worldwide. The museum traditions that dictate specimen archival data for future generations and broad-based in- Our editorial did not disparage any field of evolutionary biology. Rather, it referred to the history of a negative image of evolutionary biology and the birth of a change in that image. When the public pays for almost all research on evolution, the field's image should reflect the social and economic ramifications of the work. These applications and our ability to experimentally manipulate evolution also need emphasis to scientific colleagues, many of them biologists, who regard the entire field as an anachronism of soft science.
The revolution in evolution is not displacing the foundations of the field, but is built on a long-held fabric of paleontology, natural history, genetics, and other disciplines. We recognize the continuing contribution of all these disciplines to the field, and the special role of museums (as we have been both contributors to and users of several collections, including those of Baker and Yates). Nonetheless, some directions in this revolution have special relevance to social and industrial goals-such as applications in medicine, biotechnology, agriculture, and bioremediation. Our editorial adopted the view that the wider audience is more appreciative of these new applications and that the public image should acknowledge this relevance specifically, but we did not suggest that the field is abandoning its roots. 
